Abstract: Sexual orientation is currently understood to be an innate disposition. Heterosexually oriented people are perceived to be in the majority and homosexually oriented people as the minority. Using Pierre Bourdieu's concepts of symbolic power, symbolic violence and symbolic capital, this paper aims to show how symbolic power and symbolic violence contribute to determining which sexual orientation is associated with the majority and minority populations, and establish what role is played by the symbolic capital derived from sexual orientation.
The issue of power is a common and central theme in several scientific disciplines. Foucault states that in any human relations-whether they concern verbal communication, love, institutional or economic relations-power is always present (Foucault 2000) . Of course, power does not always take the form of physical, political or economic violence. Its character is sometimes invisible at first sight and is "only" symbolic. In the following text, we will seek to answer the question: How does power operate in an apparently invisible form in the domain of our sexual orientation and the sexual behaviour relating to it?
Sexual orientation is part of sexual life, also called intimate life 1 (intimate relations, intimate hygiene, etc.) in countries with Christian traditions. Whether something becomes part of our intimate life depends on two domains-the individual and social, which can only be separated at the level of theoretical thought: in reality, they are closely intertwined and mutually determining.
To regard something as intimate (things, ideas, emotions or parts of one's own body) at the individual level means that I ascribe a sense of intimacy to it. It means that it is only mine, that I do not offer it for others "to use". It is something that distinguishes me from others and creates my feelings of integrity and uniqueness. I hide it from the "view" of others, either consciously or subconsciously, and I only allow a select few to look at or enter some of these "hideaways". We are individually different in the way that we assign intimacy to some of the things we experience in our lives and also in our sex lives. To some people, the sexual organs are seen as intimate, they hide them from others and even have problems revealing them in the presence of their doctor. For others they are simply a means of earning money. Yet others cover them up only when they have to and enjoy visiting nudist beaches. In terms of sexual orientation, particularly homosexuality, the situation is very similar. Some people keep it locked inside their private life, while others enjoy making it public for various reasons (e.g. to cause a stir, to draw attention to themselves). Despite these individual differences, the sphere of intimacy is not boundlessly optional. The limits to individual differences are established by the social world in which we live. The development of individuality is only possible to the extent to which that particular society sees it as desirable (Znaniecki 1973, 22-23) . It is the socially established limits of intimacy that make intimacy a public matter. The boundaries set by a society and its associated social order that applies to our individually specified intimacy are created by a power that is at once visible and invisible, i.e. symbolic. We are aware of how military, political, economic, repressive, judicial etc., power is able to maintain, change and create the reality of the social world. Only a very few of us are soldiers, politicians, policemen or judges or publicly own or command economic capital. We thus feel that the social order is maintained or altered outside of our control. However, symbolic power is also able to maintain and change the social world (Bourdieu 1991, 166) and this is a power we all share. Symbolic power manifests itself as symbolic violence and its unmasking is difficult because it is exerted against those who are its target and who tolerate it simply because they are its co-creators (Bourdieu, Passeron 1990, 4) .
Symbolic Power and Sexual Orientation
Symbolic power is, according to Bourdieu's conception, a transformed and thus unrecognizable, transfigured and legitimized form of other kinds of power and is subordinated to them (Dopita 2007, 60) . It is because of these characteristics that we are usually not even aware of it.
According to Bourdieu, symbols are a means of social integration par excellence because, as instruments of knowledge and communication, they require a consensus of meanings relating to the world-the social world, in particular; thus they contribute significantly to the maintenance or alteration of the social order. Symbolic power is power that creates that which is in existence by means of a statement; it helps people to see and believe, confirm or change their perspective on the world. Symbolic power creates a gnoseological order and thus influences the world. However, it would be wrong to think that symbolic power resides in symbolic systems. It is determined by the real relationship between those who exercise power and those who are subordinate to it. A belief in the legitimacy of the word and the legitimacy of those who utter the words gives the words the power to maintain or change the social order (Bourdieu 1991, 166-170) . The changes that have occurred in defining homosexuality throughout history serve as a wonderful example. At first, homosexual behaviour was denoted as sodomy (religious power) and was punishable by death. Later, it was regarded as a criminal act (secular political power) and the person in question was punished in accordance with the law. Still later, homosexuality was defined as a disease (the power of science) and doctors and psychiatrists sought to cure homosexuals. Today, homosexuality is understood as a permanent disposition and in keeping with human rights, an individual with such a disposition should not be discriminated against (civic power). There is no doubt that today a homosexual has significantly more room for manoeuvre in making individual decisions and deciding whether to keep his/her sexual orientation within the private sphere or whether to make it public, since nowadays such a disclosure will not necessarily have devastating consequences for that person as may have been the case in the past.
Looking back through history, we see that both visible and symbolic power have retreated from their fight against homosexuality but that is still a far cry from saying that the "fight" is over. Homosexual orientation is still perceived and defined as other in our social world-in official documents (e.g. the Anti-Discrimination Act), among the heterosexual majority population, and even among gays and lesbians (Iniciatíva: Inakosť 3 ). In the social world, "otherness" always has a different standing compared to that of the mainstream. It is either deplored and persecuted or admired and appreciated. Of course, this sometimes occurs more openly, sometimes more covertly. The laws on same sex registered partnerships that have been adopted in recent years by many countries represent a great success in improving equality for homosexually oriented people. However, the fact that they are covered by a different law from heterosexuals (in terms of extent and content 4 ) simply confirms that they are different from the majority population. Is this really the case?
Homosexually oriented people 5 are often perceived as being in the minority while heterosexually oriented people are seen as the majority in society. The expression "sexual minority" is commonly used and people are aware that it refers to gays or lesbians. Is this definition a declaration of the symbolic power that wants people to see and believe that heterosexuals are in the majority and homosexuals in the minority? What kind of power or whose power is hidden behind such a definition?
"Older theories understood sexual orientation as a dual category. This implied that people could only be either heterosexually or homosexually oriented" (Ondrisová 2002a, 14) . This dual understanding of sexual orientation still predominates in public. Some 4 According to the analysis conducted in March 2006 by the Gay and Lesbian League in the Czech Republic, under Czech legislation there were 50 more rights and responsibilities applied to married couples than in the proposed law on same-sex registered partnerships (www.gll.cz, accessed March 13, 2006) . 5 A homosexual orientation is an innate disposition and cannot be equated with homosexual behaviour. Not all homosexually oriented people behave as homosexuals and not all persons who behave as homosexuals are homosexually oriented.
contemporary authors offer different variants on the so-called continual models, in which there is a smooth transition from homosexuality through bisexuality to heterosexuality. These models are either static or dynamic 6 . In the static models, a particular individual is positioned on a continuum in the form of a straight line or by occupying an area. In the dynamic models "we are not placed on a continuum, but we ourselves are a continuum" (Ondrisová 2002, 16) .
We might also consider biological/innate characteristics (height, weight, lefthandedness, right-handedness, foot size, breast or penis size) in a similar vein. In accordance to these characteristics, each of us is statically placed on a continuum (e.g. of height, leftand right-handedness) and, at the same time, we ourselves create a continuum (we are born small, grow up and become smaller again in the final stages of life; we prefer our left hand to the right hand for some activities; if one hand is for any reason not functioning, it can easily be replaced by the other one). If we statically place people on a continuum according to these innate dispositions, then they usually indicate a "normal distribution", known as the Gaussian curve. This finding has been confirmed by empirical research. Empirical findings that show any "deformations" in the normal distribution usually lead to a search for the external causes. If sexual orientation is an innate disposition situated on the continuum between pure homosexuality and pure heterosexuality, those statically placed on this continuum should create a normal distribution in the form of Gaussian curve. This would, however, imply that only a small percentage of us are absolute homosexuals and a few of us are absolute heterosexuals and the majority of us are bisexual. Pondělíček and Pondělíčková-Mašlová are of a similar opinion-"Maybe the number of these people (homosexuals, author's note) equals the number of people who are exclusively heterosexual" (Pondělíček, Pondělíčková-Mašlová 1974, 197) . However, no empirical research has been carried out that would prove a normal distribution for the innate disposition of sexual orientation within the mentioned continuum; evidently it cannot even exist. It would be a methodological and logical mistake not to reckon with the influence of social and cultural norms in studying sexual orientation either at the level of declaration or at the level of the actual sexual behaviour. In all cultures sexual behaviour is one of those areas of behaviour that is normatively defined and this is also true of heterosexual and homosexual behaviour. It is therefore only possible to base our ideas on indirect evidence, which chiefly includes cultural varieties of the norms of sexual behaviour. In addition to cultures where the norm is heterosexual behaviour, there are a number of cultures where both heterosexual and homosexual behaviour are regarded as the norm. Homosexual behaviour is usually linked to initiation rites carried out even today by many indigenous people (Pondělíček, Pondělíčková-Mašlová 1974, 54-60; Fafejta 2004, 87) . In ancient Greece, considered to be the cradle of our civilization, there was an institution of homosexual pedagogy (Fafejta 2004, 84) . Homosexual behaviour as a substitute sexual behaviour (e.g. in jails) or as one of the stages of psychosexual development (puberty) is evidently only possible thanks to the presence of a bisexual disposition.
If there were also similar norms for other innate dispositions, there would probably be special laws e.g. for short and tall people, for those who are left-handed or righthanded. Just as is presently the case for sexual orientation. We will only be able to say that the "fight" is over when words such as the gender of partners and sexual orientation disappear from the laws on the family or marriage, when referring to sexual orientation in everyday communication serves a similar purpose as references to left-handedness or righthandedness, height or weight, etc., do, when terms such as sexual minority are no longer associated with homosexually oriented people.
What kind of power or whose power is hidden behind the concepts of homosexual minority and heterosexual majority? They are evidently a symbolic manifestation of the power of the majority, which has been socialized to become the heterosexual norm of behaviour and which seeks to maintain this norm for the future. Why is it interested in preserving this norm?
Reproductive Family Strategies and Sexual Orientation
In our country the heterosexual norm is part of a social order established by Christianity and the power of the Church. Generations of ancestors upheld this norm even during the time when the Church lost its political power. Even today, either consciously or unconsciously, we socialize our children according to the heterosexual norm. Can we in fact do it differently? What would happen if we educated our children about homosexual behaviour? What if we told them fairy tales not about a prince and a princess but about two princes or two princesses who reigned together and lived happily ever after (see e.g. Fafejta 2004) ? What if at the age of 15, when they already have the right to a sex life, we supported their homosexual behaviour? I think that, at the very least, we, as a family and as individuals would find ourselves in social isolation. However, it is also possible that an official power would intervene, or, as Jan Keller ironically says, if for any reason our behaviour is not in keeping with the expectations, "which are linked to our social role, we will be placed in a chapter on social pathology" (Keller 1995, 56) .
Relations dominated by "the heterosexual majority" contained within the social order put pressure on the reproductive strategies of the family. Each family is involved in reproducing the positions that constitute that particular social order and thus also in reproducing the family itself (Bourdieu 2002, 90) . The aim of the reproductive strategy of the family is not only biological reproduction and the transfer of genetic information but also the transfer and growth of family capital in its rich entirety generated by economic, cultural and social capital part of which is also symbolic capital. A homosexually oriented member of the family is a threat not only to biological reproduction but also to the reproduction and cultivation of other kinds of family capital. In countries where registered partnership laws have yet to be adopted, the homosexually oriented family member will not bring together his/her family property with the property of his/her partner, s/he will not build a family unit within his/her stratum and s/he will not have the opportunity to be promoted within the social structure thanks to his/her partner. Although this is less common today, it is only when addressing the wife of a doctor in Slovakia can we use the term doctor in the title, (the same is not true for the husband of a doctor) and the family is happy that she has married into a good family. Would the homosexual partner of a doctor be granted the use of such a title? Would the family regard the partner in a similar vein? Quite the reverse. In societies where heterosexuality is the norm a homosexual descendent destroys the symbolic family capital; the family will lose its good name and reputation as a result. If parents wish to avoid this, they cannot be interested in raising their children as homosexuals. Families which pursue their own interests, reproduce the norm of heterosexuality contained within the social order of the society in question.
Symbolic Violence within a Family
More than a hundred years ago, Emile Durkheim, the father of sociology, associated upbringing with socialization. The adult generation exerts an influence on generations of children, who are not yet prepared for social life (Durkheim 1956 ). The family is the first and the most important socializing institution in our society and its role is cultural transmission. The successful socialization of parents (but also of other important adultsgrandparents, teachers) in keeping with the heterosexuality norm is evident in partnership arrangements and achieves the required effect in children's perception even without any intentional educational effort. Children see that all the adult authorities around them are heterosexual and so it is clear to them that this is how it should be.
According to Pierre Bourdieu and Jean-Claude Passeron, pedagogical work is primarily a kind of symbolic violence, whose role is to pass on and instil meanings corresponding to the distribution of power in society. Any power that enforces the sense and thus the legitimacy of the hidden power relations may use symbolic violence. Symbolic violence takes place when the dominated can do nothing but recognize the dominant because the dominated only have access to the knowledge mediated by the dominant. Education is dependent on the fact that this is not recognized (Bourdieu, Passeron 1990, 4-6) . The world and particularly the social world that is mediated by education becomes to children what Bourdieu calls doxa. Doxa is a relation to universality that is not discussed and is therefore an absolute form of the legitimization of the distribution of power in any particular society. Children primarily experience the social world within the context of the family. This primary experience of the social world is, according to Bourdieu, the doxa (Dopita 2007, 45, 60) .
How do parents and children discuss the issue of sexual orientation, which is, whether we want it or not, a form of education and thus also of symbolic violence? It is quite simple-without any hesitation, with no questions, and without offering any alternative. Parents communicate with their children as if they were heterosexuals. Comments, remarks and admonitions are exclusively heterosexual in character. For example, a girl who likes to dress up is told that she wants to make herself attractive for boys and a boy is told that he wants to please the girls. If a boy is not very successful at school, he is told that he has girls on his mind, etc. It does not occur to them that stories ending with "and they lived happily ever after" might also be the stories of two men or two women, or, it does not strike them that a girl's deteriorating school results might be the result of her falling in love with a girl at school. When parents tell their children that one day they will marry, the parents always refer to their child's future partner as being of the opposite sex. "I can see now, my son, how your future wife will come and grumble to me for not having taught you to put your dirty socks in a laundry basket!" They are often even harder, joking, being ironic, and calling people "poofs", thinking all the while that those present are heterosexuals and that they cannot therefore seriously offend anybody. These and many other similar situations manifest the symbolic violence of parents towards their children's sexual orientation, although they are unaware of it (Kövérová 2007, 90-91) .
They are, however, capable of being much more unambiguous and using words consciously as tools of the symbolic power of adults over children and the power of heterosexuals over homosexuals. At any hint of behaviour (games, interests, choice of friends, style of dressing, hair styles, verbal or nonverbal manifestations, etc.), which is not sufficiently gender stereotyped 7 and heterosexual, they openly refer to and insist on their norm. Girls are reproached for not being feminine enough and boys for not being sufficiently masculine-"it's awful, you are all dressed up like a girl", "don't sit like a boy", "I don't like your friends, you should finally find yourself a girlfriend", etc. Children who disclose their homosexuality are often beaten, thrown out, or disinherited.
Bourdieu and Passeron argue that the force of symbolic violence in education is greater, the higher the degree of subjectivity within the prescribed culture. Education creates preconditions so that the fact that the existing social order is the result of cultural arbitration is not recognised and it also seeks to create the impression of naturalness (Bourdieu, Passeron 1990, 9-10) . The most commonly used educational means to prevent the acceptance of homosexuality is to present both heterosexuality and the need to reproduce human society as natural characteristics of the human race. These are instilled in children by parents by means of symbolic violence.
Sexual Orientation as Symbolic Capital
Being heterosexual in a society where heterosexuality is the norm is a sign of normality and the status of the heterosexual in such a society is higher than that of the homosexual. However, there are also cultures where social status is not associated with sexual orientation but is built on the polarization of activities that represent male dominance and the passive activities that represent female submissiveness in sexual behaviour. Martin Fafejta states that, from the perspective of this model, homosexual males who behave actively do not deviate from the norm and it is only adopting a passive role that implies deviation from the norm of the male gender and the loss of social status. In the European-American cultural area, this is true of prisons for example (Fafejta 2004, 90) .
Despite the fact that in our society, both heterosexually and homosexually oriented people have equal civil rights, despite the fact that there are anti discrimination laws and despite the fact that in some countries there are laws governing same sex registered 7 Homosexual orientation is often, mainly by the lay public, associated with an inability to show particular gender stereotypes. Gay behaviour is seen as feminine and a mockery of masculinity, lesbians' behaviour as non-feminine and masculine. The entertainment industry has also contributed to such a distorted image and it has only recently begun to portray homosexually oriented people without mocking them. partnerships, it is social capital that is important in gaining and maintaining positions in the social world. Symbolic capital also forms part of this and determines whether we belong to a prestigious social group. It is both the most unstable and, at the same time, the most important form of capital (Bourdieu 2002, 83) . It is therefore not surprising that the majority population socialized according to the heterosexual norm should defend itself against homosexuals and heterosexuals having equal status. This group would lose its symbolic capital.
Research repeatedly conducted into the attitudes of the Slovak public towards homosexually oriented people is also indicative that fears over the loss of the symbolic capital are linked to heterosexuality. In recent years Slovakia has witnessed the detabooing of this issue, the population has become more enlightened, anti discrimination legislation has been adopted, and the number of people who personally know a homosexual has increased (Bútorová et al. 2008, 71) . These trends are usually considered to be essential to improving relations between the two groups. However, Slovak attitudes to homosexually oriented people and their rights have become more negative. A comparison of 2003 and 2006 shows that the number of people who are intolerant of homosexual relationships has increased by 8% and is currently more than 50% (ibid., 72). These are clearly not simply the opinions of religious people and skinheads but also of a number of so-called "good men" and "good women", who may perceive the extension of gay and lesbian rights as an attack on their symbolic capital. Of the non-believers 43% would not recognize or do not know whether they should recognize the right of homosexuals to enter into registered partnerships (ibid., 75).
In Slovakia there is a particularly strong denial of the right of gay and lesbian couples to adopt and raise children. In 1995, 72% of women and 73% of men expressed this opinion and by 2007 this had increased to 76% of both men and women (ibid., 73). Although having many children is not particularly common in our society (with the exception of Christian and Romany families), having one or two children is seen as part of the symbolic capital of the family and parents. This privilege is officially granted to heterosexual parents, while single mothers are not perceived with any particular enthusiasm. Are the opponents of the right to same sex adoption afraid that this symbolic capital would thereby cease to be their privilege? Are they afraid that same-sex "parents" would not sufficiently use the symbolic violence connected to the heterosexuality norm in rearing their children. Are they afraid that they would bring up their children to be gays and lesbians? Are they afraid that more and more people 8 would adopt homosexual behaviour and that the norm of heterosexuality would be under threat? This is undoubtedly the case. Advocates of the rights of homosexually oriented people try to persuade these people that the reverse is true by publishing a number of research findings.
9 They seek to create a new perspective on gays and lesbians and are trying to build a new gnoseological order. That, however, is not possible without changes to the distribution of power, and it is this that the majority population socialized according to the heterosexual norm suspect at least. They can imagine that the "lowly" might be lifted up and become powerful and that the powerful might lose their position. They are afraid that symbolic capital might come to be associated with a different sexual orientation than it is today.
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If we go back to the Gaussian curve of the normal distribution of our innate dispositions, including sexual orientation, we cannot but admit that their fears are justified. If we admit that the majority of us are bisexual, it is just as likely that we may grow up to become people who will display heterosexual behaviour as it is that we will adopt homosexual behaviour. The question of heterosexuality versus homosexuality is thus not, within the context of symbolic capital, about morals, knowledge or human rights; it is a question about the struggle for symbolic capital. Which sexual orientation will be connected to it in the future? Will it be heterosexual, homosexual or bisexual? Of course, there is also the possibility that it will be none of them. The meaning of sexual orientation will only be that of the individual characteristic and not the meaning of the symbolic capital or the "object" of symbolic violence.
